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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on October 
30, 2007 has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-5, 8, 10-16, 21-31 are currently pending. The rejections are as stated 
below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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4. Claims 11-16, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 11 and 21 recite a process comprising the method steps of forming files. 
Based on Supreme Court precedent, a proper process must be tied to another statutory 
class or transform underlying subject matter to a different state or thing (In Re Bilski; 
Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981 ); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584,588 n.9 
(1978); Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 
780,787-88 (1876)). Since neither of these requirements is met by the claim, the 
method is not considered a patent eligible process under 35 U.S.C. 101 . To qualify as a 
statutory process, the claim should positively recite the other statutory class to which it 
is tied, for example by identifying the apparatus that accomplished the method steps or 
positively reciting the subject matter that is being transformed, for example by 
identifying the material that is being changed to a different state. Since the steps can be 
accomplished without the use of another statutory class, it is considered a non-statutory 
process. 

While claim 1 1 recites "A method for organizing a computer-implemented 
account management system," the computer-implemented account management 
system does not appear in the body of the claim. The claim does not necessarily recite 
that the files are formed on the computer. In the alternative, the files could be formed in 
a filing cabinet, while use with the computer-implemented account management system 
is merely the intended purpose of the formation of the files. The claim should clearly 
recite that the method steps are connected to a statutory class. 
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Similarly, claim 21 recites "a method of using a computer for organizing an 
account management system..." The phrase could be interpreted as using a computer 
to print out pages which are used to form files. Such a use of a computer would be 
considered an extra solution activity, and does not make the invention patentable under 
35 U.S.C. 101 . Again, the claim should clearly recite that the method steps are 
connected to a statutory class. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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7. Claims 1-5, 8, 10-16, 21, 22, 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kalthoff, U.S. Patent No. 6,026,382, in view of Stein et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 5,978,779. 

Claims 1,11,21, Kalthoff discloses a computer system comprising at least one 
programmable processor (figure 1, #12), and a data storage system (figure 1, #26), 
wherein said at least one programmable processor is operatively connected to said data 
storage system to receive data and instructions from said data storage system and to 
transmit data and instructions to said data storage system (column 2 lines 32-59), 
wherein said data storage system comprises: 

a party file having a plurality of party records (column 2, lines 63-66: tables of 
data storing a plurality of data objects, including party objects), each of said plurality of 
party records having party information related to a party (column 4 lines 1-8); 

an account file having a plurality of account records (column 2, lines 63-66: 
tables of data storing a plurality of data objects, including account objects), each of said 
plurality of account records having account information related to an account (column 4 
lines 22-28), wherein each of said plurality of account records comprises a plurality of 
links to party records that specify roles played by the linked party for the account 
(column 5 lines 9-30: parties can be connected to accounts in a variety of relationships, 
including a customer, beneficiary, co-signor, or reference); 

a transaction file having a plurality of transaction records (column 2, lines 63-66: 
tables of data storing a plurality of data objects, including transaction), each of said 
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plurality of transaction records having transaction information related to an account 
(column 4 lines 34-40), and wherein each of said plurality of transaction records is 
linked to one of said plurality of account records (column 6 lines 40-55). 

Kalthoff fails to teach a party record comprising party relationship data field 
indicating relationships between parties. 

Stein discloses a system and method for structuring relationships between clients 
and financial service providers, where a party has a record with information related to a 
client, and the record includes various links to counterparties with whom the party has a 
relationship. The link is a field which indicates the party record of the counterparty, and 
also indicates the role and information about the counterparty. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify 
the teachings of Kalthoff to include linking party records to other parties because 
Kalthoff is concerned with freely linking parties, accounts, and transaction as any 
individual relationship dictates (figure 2). Kalthoff contemplates the situation where a 
party may be connected to a location, in that the party is the contact for that location, or 
a party may be connected to an organization, in that the party is the contact or 
representative for that organization. Taking into consideration the teachings of Stein, it 
would have been obvious to connect parties to other parties. If a party of Kalthoff is a 
business or organization, a possibility suggested by Kalthoff, it would be obvious to link 
this party to a second party (an individual) that is the contact or representative of the 
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organization. This type of tiered hierarchical party-party relationship is taught by Stein, 
and would improve the invention of Kalthoff in the same way, with predictable results. 

While Kalthoff does not explicitly teach the information fields within the party, 
transaction, and account records, such information is regarded as non-functional 
descriptive material, and is not given weight in determining patentability over the prior 
art. The recitation that each party record has party information fields, and that the party 
information fields comprise data fields for legal name, address, jurisdiction of 
organization and legal form is not functional because the information fields are merely a 
collection of data. Kalthoff describes a database holding information about a party, and 
it would have been obvious to include any information that can describe that party. 
These recited fields impart no functionality when employed as a computer component. 
The fields merely hold data, and therefore are not given patentable weight. Similarly, 
the account information fields comprising a data field for account number, and the 
transaction information fields comprising data fields for account number, transaction 
number, transaction date, transaction type, instrument type, quantity and price, are not 
given patentable weight. 

Claims 2-5, 8, 10, 22, Kalthoff and Stein do not explicitly teach that the party- 
party relationships define a principal role, an order placer role, a salesperson role, a 
booking company role, a parent-subsidiary relationship, or a guarantor-guarantee 
relationship between the parties. It would be obvious to include any number of fields 
within the profile of a party about which one would like to collect or store information. 
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The claimed relationships are all known in the art to be account descriptors, and 
information which I financial institution would desire to keep in the profile of a customer. 
Furthermore, since Kalthoff describes that a party can be more than just a client, but 
can also be a business or serve some other role, it would have been obvious that the 
party-party relationships could be used to define these other roles. The recitation that 
the data field describes a booking company, or an order placer, etc, is not a functional 
recitation because it is a mere arrangement of data which imparts no further 
functionality on the claimed invention. 

Claims 12-16, 30, 31, the recitation of what the fields define is regarded as non- 
functional descriptive material, and is not given weight in determining patentability over 
the prior art. Claim 1 1 recites a method comprising forming files having records, said 
records having fields. The data held within these records does not affect the claimed 
method. The files are formed in the same way, regardless of the type of information 
held within the files. Therefore, Kalthoff and Stein teach the claimed invention as 
described above. 

8. Claims 23, 24, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kalthoff and Stein, as applied above, and further in view of Bursey et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 7,356,497. 
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Kalthoff and Stein fail to teach searching existing records to determine whether a 
set of parties occurs in any of the existing accounts or whether the set is unique. 

Bursey discloses a system for maintaining a brokerage accounts, wherein when 
client information is entered, the system determines whether the client is new, and then 
tests to see if there is any existing relationship in any existing accounts within the 
system. If the client is unique, a new account is established for the client (column 7 
lines 22-64). Furthermore, the system determines whether a new operative agreement 
governs the transactions by allowing the user to select accounts which should be 
related to the flat fee brokerage account (column 7 lines 36-45), because it is obvious 
that a brokerage account would have an operating agreement between the client and 
the financial institution. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of Applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Kalthoff and Stein to include 
the searching for existing clients when adding a new client. The obvious benefit of this 
feature is to avoid duplicate entries in the account database. The system of Kalthoff 
and Stein would be improved in the same way by adding this feature, and the results 
are predictable. 

Claims 23 and 24, It is further noted that the clause "when a new client 
transaction is being established and said transaction comprises a particular set of 
parties having defined role" is not given patentable weight in the claim. The claim is 
directed towards a system. The limitations on the system may define the structure of 
the system. The claim recites that the processor is structured to perform a search 
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function. The fact that the intended use of this function is to perform the search at a 
certain time of the day, or when certain conditions exist outside of the system does not 
further narrow the system itself. Since the prior art teaches the function, Examiner is of 
the opinion that the prior art teaches performing that function at any time, including the 
point in time recited in the claim language. 

9. Claims 25, 28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kalthoff and Stein, as applied above, and further in view of McCoy et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 5,649,116. 

Kalthoff and Stein fail to teach determining the risk exposure based on the total 
transaction amount between a group of related accounts. 

McCoy discloses a system and method of approving transaction based on 
related accounts, where related parties are identified, all accounts which are have a 
related exposure limit are identified, a total transaction amount is determined and 
compared with a determined maximum risk exposure to decide whether a transaction 
should be authorized (column 6 line 55 - column 7 line 44). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the 
teachings of Kalthoff and Stein to include this feature because McCoy discuses the 
benefits of determining total risk exposure over interrelated accounts, and the dangers 
of performing risk assessment on an account by account basis (column 1 lines 16-32). 
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Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,11, and 21 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel Kesack whose telephone number is (571)272- 
5882. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander Kalinowski can be reached on 571-272-6771 . The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Respectfully Submitted, 

Daniel Kesack 
January 29, 2009 
ID. K.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 3691 

/Hani M. Kazimi/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3691 



